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REMARKS 

Claims 2-26 are pending in the present application. Claims 1 1-14 and 19-25 have been 
withdraw as being directed to non-elected inventions. Claim 1 ha* been cancelled. Claim 26 
hasbeenadded. Claims 2-10 aid 15- 18 have been amended. The specification has been 
amended to correct minor erron . FIGS. 2 and 3 of the drawings have been amended to include a 
feature of the invention describe -d in the specification but not previously shown. Applicants 
retain the right to prosecute the withdrawn claims in one or more divisional applications. 

Applicants respectfully i equest reconsideration of the application in view of the 
foregoing amendments and the remarks appearing below. 

Affirmation of Election 

Applicants affirm the election of the claims of Group 1, claims 1-10 and 15-18, for 
immediate prosecution, made d oring a telephone conversation with! Mr. Lawrence H. Meier on 
December 13,2001. 

Objection to Drawings 

The Examiner has objet ted to the drawings as failing to comply with 37 CFR 
§ 1.84(p)(4) because reference iharacter "28" has been used to designate both the inlet and 
substrates of the CVD abateme it apparatus 20. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Referring to FIG. 2 of tie drawings, this drawing clearly shows the inlet of abatement 
apparatus 20 as being element ; lumeral 28 and the substrates as being element numeral 32. The 
error causing the confusion is i i the specification on page 7, line 16, where a typographical error 
indicates "substrate 28" rather ihan "substrate 32 " This typographical error is addressed below 
with respect to the objection to the specification. Applicants submit that the drawings are correct 
and, therefore, respectfully req -iest that the examiner withdraw the. present objection. 

Objection to Specification 

The Examiner has objected to the specification because of an error on page 7, line 16 
wherein the numeral "28" should be "32," and because the information "BTV/Patent 
Application. wpd" should not t e present. 
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Applicants have changec the numeral "28" to "32" on page 7, line 16 and have stricken 
the information U BTV/Patent Application.wpd" from page 16, line 15. Therefore, Applicants 
respectfully request that the Exa miner withdraw the present objection. 

Proposed Drawing Amendmei it 

In view of the indefinite; iess rejection of claim 8, discussed in the following section, 
Applicants propose to amend FIGS- 2 and 3 to include the heating element recited in this claim 
and mentioned at page 8, lines : -4 of the specification as shown dn the attached drawing sheet. 
The heating element is shown a 3 new element numeral 35 on the attached sheet. Once the 
Examiner has approved this change, Applicants will amend the specification at page 8, line 3 to 
recite "heater 35 5 " in place of u ] leater (not shown)." 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 112, Second Paragraph 

The Examiner has rejec ed claims 1-12 and 15-18 under 35 U.S. C. § 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite f >r failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter Applicants regard as the r invention. 

In particular, regarding ;lairn 1 9 the Examiner states that it is unclear as to what structural 
limitations is implied by the ter en "CVD chamber" and to what the word "each" in line 6 refers. 
Applicants have cancelled clair a 1. Therefore, the present rejection is moot. 

Regarding claim 8, the : Examiner states that the heating element of this claim is not 
shown in the drawings- In this connection, Applicants propose to amend FIG. 3 of the drawings 
to show a heating element. If tie Examiner accepts this amendment, the present rejection will be 
moot. 

Regarding claim 9, the Bxaminer states that the language of the claim is directed to a 
method limitation that renders it unclear as to which structural limitation is being recited 

Applicants respectfully disagree. Claim 9 requires that the at least one substrate be 
removable and reusable. This requires that the substrate and the second chamber have certain 
structural properties that allow the substrate to be removed and reused. For example, if the 
substrate were integrally attacl ed within the second chamber, it would not be removable and 
reusable, since the substrate w mid have to be broken free in order to remove it However, if the 
substrate were held in place wi thin the chamber by clips or other holding structures, the 
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substrate would be removable. ] n addition, to be reusable, the substrate must be robust enough 
to withstand the removal of the ] ireviously deposited film. These are structural limitations. 

In addition, the Examine r states that in claim 9, line 1, the phrase "the chemical 
component" lacks antecedent hi sis since it is merely recited in an intended-use clause. Since this 
phrase does not appear in claim 9, but rather in claim 10, Applicants infer that this rejection is 
directed to claim 10. If this is s>, Applicants respectfully disagree. The at least one chemical 
component recited in amended » ;laim 10 finds its antecedent basis in the preamble of new 
claim 26 from which claim 10 r ow depends. In addition, this limitation does indeed recite a 
structural limitation of the clain is. This is so because claim 26 states that tine second chamber is 
"adapted for chemical vapor de josition of the at least one chemical component of the exhaust 
gas." When the at least one coi iponent of the exhaust gas is silicon, this means that the second 
chamber must be adapted for cl emical vapor deposition of silicon, which, as those skilled in the 
art know, is achieved only und( r certain parameters that are well-known in the art. Since reciting 
a particular chemical component, i.e., silicon, places structural limitation on the second chamber, 
Applicants believe the present n ejection is not proper. 

Regarding claim 15, the Examiner states with respect to lines 4-5 and 8-9 that it is 
unclear as to what structural lir litations applicant is attempting to recite concerning the elements 
used to remove a portion of the exhaust gas. Applicants respectfully disagree. Claim 15, as 
amended, requires a process ch amber, a first apparatus adapted for removing a non-toxic part of 
an exhaust gas by chemical vaj or deposition and a second apparatus adapted for removing a 
toxic part of the exhaust gas. 1 be "adapted for . . language with respect to the first and second 
apparatuses imparts structural ] imitations to these apparatuses. Those skilled in the art will 
readily understand the structun :s needed to provide these apparatuses, since they are well-known 
in die art. Accordingly, no fun her recitation of structure is necessary. Since reciting that the 
first and second apparatuses ar ; "adapted for" particular purposes imparts structural limitation 
that would be readily understo >d by those skilled in the art, Applicants believe the present 
rejection is not proper. 

Regarding claims 17 ai d 1 8, the Examiner states that the phrases "the non-toxic part" and 
"the toxic part" in the respectr r e claims lack antecedent basis and do not limit the claims. 
Applicants respectfully disagri :e. First, these phrases find their antecedent bases in the preamble 
of claim 1 5. Second, similar t > claim 15 discussed above, reciting that the non-toxic part of the 
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exhaust gas comprises silicon ai d the toxic part of the exhaust gas comprises arsine impart 
specific structural limitations oe the first and second apparatuses of amended claim 15. Only 
certain apparatuses arc adapted for removing silicon and arsine. Those skilled in the art would 
readily understand what these structures are. Accordingly, reciting particular materials for the 
non-toxic and toxic parts of the axhaust gas even though the non-toxic and toxic parts are first 
recited in the preamble of claim 15 placed specific structural requirements on the first and 
second apparatuses recited in th 3 body of amended claim 15. Therefore, Applicants believe that 
the present rejection is imprope! -. 

For at least the foregoing j reasons, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the present indefinite! Less rejections of claims 1-10 and 15-18. 

I 

Rejections Under 35 U,S,C § 102 

The Examiner has rejeo ed claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 10, and 15-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,271,908 to Shiban et ai., stating Shiban et aL disclose all 
the elements of these claims. / pplicarxts respectfully disagree. 

Shiban et aL disclose ar apparatus for neutralizing pyrophoric gas that is created by a 
process, such as chemical vapo : deposition. The apparatus includes a neutralization chamber 10 
wherein the pyrophoric gas is n lixed with a quantity of air sufficient to neutralize the pyrophoric 
gas. The chamber contains baf ftes 1 4 for creating the turbulence needed to mix the air and 
pyophoric gas together. When the pyrophoric gas contains a silane, its neutralization creates 
silicon dioxide in the form of a brownish dust or sand. The apparatus is constructed of sheet 
metal. 

Amended independent ; daim 26, on the other hand requires as limitations a second 
chamber adapted for chemical ^apor deposition of at least one chemical component of an exhaust 
gas and at least one substrate for receiving a film by chemical vapor deposition. Clearly, the 
Shiban et al. apparatus is not " idapted for chemical vapor deposition" and does not include at 
least one substrate for receivin i a film by chemical vapor deposition. Rather, the Shiban et al. 
apparatus is a mixing chamber for mixing gases with one another. In addition, the Shiban et al. 
apparatus cannot reasonably bo said to be adapted for chemical vapor deposition. The material 
from which it is made, i.e., sheet metal, is not a suitable material for constructing a chemical 
vapor deposition chamber. Fo : at least this reason, the Shiban et ai. apparatus cannot reasonably 
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be said to anticipate the scrubbe ■ system of amended independent claim 26, and claims 2-1 1 that 
depend therefrom. 

Similar to amended claii 1 26, amended independent claim 15 requires a first apparatus 
adapted for removing at least a ] >ortion of a non-toxic part of an exhaust gas by chemical vapor 
deposition. Again, the Shiban e t al. apparatus is not adapted for chemical vapor deposition. In 
addition, amended claim 15 reqj liies a second apparatus adapted for removing at least a portion 
of a toxic part from a gas. Shib in et al. are completely silent on any such apparatus. For at least 
these reasons, the Shiban et al. ! ipparafus cannot reasonably be said to anticipate the scrubber 
system of amended independen . claim 15, and claims 16-18 that depend therefrom. 

The Examiner has rejeded claims 1, 3-5, 7, 8, 10, 15-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Paten t No. 3,607,104 to Blickle et al., stating Blickle et al. disclose all 
the elements of these claims. j\ pplicants respectfully disagree. 

Blickle et al. disclose ar apparatus for the intensification of liquid and/or gas phase 
contact. The apparatus include ; a pair of chambers 22, 23 separated by a perforated partition 
wall 21 . Each chamber include s a plurality of baffles 12 and is partially defined by a perforated 
gas diffusion plate 10 for diffus ing an inert gas in order to cause the media in the two chambers 
to foam. During operation, me lia within each of the two chambers is caused to flow, resulting in 
a very fast mass transfer betwe' ;n the two media without mixing occurring through the perforated 
partition wall. 

Similar to the assertion! made above with respect to the Shiban et al. device, the Blickle 
et al. apparatus is not adapted f ?r chemical vapor deposition. Therefore, the Blickle et al. 
apparatus cannot anticipate am aided independent claims 26 and 15, and dependent claims 2-1 1 
and 16-18 that depend therefro n. In addition, Blickle et al. do not disclose a second apparatus 
adapted for removing a portior. of a toxic part of a gas, as required by amended independent 
claim 15. For this additional r< ason, the Blickle et al. device cannot anticipate independent 
claim 1 5 and claims 16-18 thai depend therefrom. 

Regarding the depende it claims, Blickle et al. do not disclose a baffle having a plurality 
of apertures as required by dep endent claim 4. The perforated partition wall 21 is not a baffle 
that allows exhaust gas to fkro therethrough, nor is the gas diffusion plate 10. Regarding 
dependent claims 1 0, 17, and 1 8, Blickle et al- are completely silent on a gas containing silicon, 
silane, and arsine, respectively. Regarding dependent claim 16, Blickle et al. are completely 
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silent on a substrate for receivin; 
reasons, Blickle cannot anticipat 



I a film by chemical vapor deposition. For these additional 
e claims 4, 10, and 16-18. 



In view of the foregoing : Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 
present anticipation rejection wi th respect to the rejected claims. 

Rejections Under 35 U-S-C. S 103 

The Examiner has rejected claim 2 under 35 U.S.C § 103 as being obvious in view of the 
Shiban et al. patent, discussed a Dove, and U.S. Patent No. 5,213,767 to Smith et aL, stating 
Shiban et al disclose all of the < dements of claim 2 except at least one substrate made of quartz. 
The Examiner then states that S mith et al. disclose a container made of quartz and asserts it 
would have been obvious to a p irson having ordinary skill in the art to make the Shiban et al. 
baffles out of quartz. Applicant s respectfully disagree. 

As discussed above, the Shiban et al. apparatus is a pyrophoric gas neutralizing apparatus 
that mixes a pyrophoric gas wit i air in order to neutralize the gas. Shiban et aL state that the 
apparatus is made out of sheet i netal, and tout the relatively low cost of the apparatus. (See 
col. 2, lines 9-36. Applicants aj ;sert that it would not be obvious to make the Shiban et aL baffles 
out of quartz for at least two re; sons. First, the Shiban et al. apparatus is not a chemical vapor 
deposition device, and therefor* : does not require a specialty material such as quartz. Second, 
quartz is much more expensive than sheet metal. To make the Shiban et al. baffles out of quartz 
contradicts the motivation behi id the Shiban et al. apparatus to provide an inexpensive solution 
to pyrophoric gas neutralizatioi i by mixing with air. Accordingly, Applicants assert that the 
Examiner is making the presen: . rejection in hindsight of claim 2. Of course, this type of 
hindsight is improper in formul ating obviousness-type rejections. Therefore, Applicants believe 
that the present rejection is imf roper. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 6 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious in 
view of the Shiban et al- and B, ickle et al. patents, stating Shiban et al. disclose all of the 
elements of these claims except a plurality of baffles each having a plurality of apertures and 
removable baffles. The ExamS aer then states that Blickle et al. disclose apertured baffles and 
asserts it would have been oby ous to a person having ordinary skill in the art to provide the 
Shiban et al. apparatus with ap srtured baffles and to make the baffles removable. Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 
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As discussed above, Blickle et al. do not disclose a plurality of apcrtuied baffles, Blickle 
et al. disclose only a perforated ] partition plate and a perforated gas diffusion plate. Neither of 
these structures can fairly be sai I to be baffles. Therefore, any combination of the Shiban et al. 
and Blickle et al patents would lack a plurality of apertured baffles as required by claim 6. 
Therefore, the present rejection Df claim 6 is improper. 

Regarding claim 9, Applicants assert that it would not be obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to make either the Shiban et al. or Blickle et al. baffles removable and 
reusable as required by claim 9. This is so because there simply is no reason to make the Shiban 
et al. or Blickle et al. baffles rex lovable and reusable. The reason the substrates of the present 
invention are removable and reusable is because after a period of use, the substrates become 
coated with deposits from the chemical vapor deposition removal process. When these deposits 
reach a certain thickness, the substrates can be cleaned and placed back into the apparatus. In 
contrast, the Shiban et al. and Blickle et al. baffles do not build up any such deposits. The only 
reason to make them removable would be because of damage due to wear, but in this case they 
would not be reusable because i hey would be damaged. Accordingly, Applicants assert that the 
Examiner is making the present rejection in hindsight of claim 9. Again, this type of hindsight is 
improper in formulating obvioi sness-type rejections. Therefore, Applicants believe that the 
present rejection is improper. 

For at least the foregoin g reasons, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the present obviousn< :ss-type rejections of claims 2, 6, and 9. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoinj „ Applicants submit that claims 2-10, 15-18, and 26, as amended, 
are now in condition for allow* nee. Therefore, prompt issuance of a Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully solicited. If any issues remain, the Examiner is encouraged to call the undersigned 
attorney at the number listed txdow. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS MACHINES 
CORPORATION 



Mofgai^S. Heller II 
Registration No.: 44,756 
DOWNS RACHLIN MARTIN PLLC 
Tel: (802) 863-2375 
Attorneys for Applicants 
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